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Pre Appeal Brief Request for Review 


Dear Sir, 

Please find the reasons for the request of the review below. 

Per this program the applicant feels the rejections of record are clearly without basis and the 
factual deficiencies in the rejection are listed. 

Please reference Final Rejection of Office Action mailed 10-1 9-05. 

L The last office action states Muenchow and Eppley show tip-ups, with reflective 
enclosures. 

Fact: Muenchow and Eppley do not disclose reflective enclosures. (Page 2 of the Office 
Action). The examiner seems to be confused between tip-ups and tip-up displays. 

The applicant's claims are clearly being rejected by inaccurate statements by the 


2. The last Office Action states on Page 3, of the final rejection, that said enclosures of 
Muenchow and Eppley are inherently reflective otherwise they would not be seen when 
light is shincd on them. 

Fact: The USPTO is stating that all inventions are "reflective". Therefore any prior or 
new patents that state reflectivity shall be void as everything is "inherently" reflective 
whether stated or not in the specifications. 

The applicant argues the current invention states the enclosure to be made of reflective material 
in the specification and claims a reflective enclosure. This is a function of the device and a 
stated object of the invention per the specification. Neither Muenchow nor Eppley disclose 
reflective properties. This difference alone is "new and useful" therefore patentable by 
definition. 

The applicant respectfully requests a review of the factual deficiencies in the final rejection. The 
examiners should be held to state the facts of prior applications and not insert words at their 
discretion that are not referenced in the prior art patents used for rejection purposes. 


examiner. 
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